Consent 7124/2007 ltem #6

SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Professional Services: PS-1905-07/BLH - Engineering Study, Inventory and
Design for the Monroe Drainage Basin

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services DIVISION: Purchasing and Contracts
AUTHORIZED BY: Steve Howard CONTACT: Lisa Riner EXT: 7113
MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:

Approve ranking list and authorize rate negotiations for PS-1905-07/BLH - Engineering Study,
Inventory and Design for the Monroe Drainage Basin with CDM of Maitland, Florida.

County-wide Ray Hooper

BACKGROUND:

PS-1905-07/BLH will provide for an update of the existing basin study and inventories, as well
as design corrections, for known stormwater deficiencies within the Monroe Drainage Basin.
Services to be performed will include, but are not limited to, evaluating, prioritizing and
designing corrections for deficiencies within the basin.

This project was publicly advertised and the County received five (5) submittals (listed
alphabetically):

Boyle Engineering Corporation

CDM

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
HDR Engineering, Inc.

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.

The Evaluation Committee, which consisted of Jerry McCollum, County Engineer, Public
Works Engineering; Mark Flomerfelt, Stormwater Manager, Roads-Stormwater; Kimberly
Ornberg, Principal Engineer, Roads-Stormwater; Bob Walter, Senior Engineer, Public Works
Engineering; and Roland Raymundo, Principal Engineer, Roads-Stormwater, evaluated the
submittals. Consideration was given to approach/understanding of the project, qualifications
of proposed personnel and the firm, similar project experience, and location of the firm. The
Committee agreed to interview the following three (3) firms (listed alphabetically):

CDM
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.

The Committee interviewed the three (3) short-listed firms giving consideration to project
approach and understanding of the project, similar work of proposed team, and innovative and
cost-saving ideas. The backup documentation includes the Tabulation Sheet, the Evaluation
Consensus Sheet, and the Presentation Consensus and Score Sheets. The Committee



recommends that the Board approve the ranking below and authorize staff to negotiate with
the top-ranked firm, CDM, in accordance with F.S. 287.055, the Consultants Competitive
Negotiation Act (CCNA).

1. CDM
2. Environmental Consulting and Technology, Inc.
3. MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Board approve the ranking list and authorize rate negotiations for PS-
1905-07/BLH - Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for the Monroe Drainage Basin with
CDM of Maitland, Florida.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. PS-1905-07 Agenda Backup

Additionally Reviewed By:
2 County Attorney Review ( Ann Colby )
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B.C.C. - SEMINOLE COUNTY, FL

PS TABULATION SHEET

ALL SUBMITTALS ACCEPTED BY SEMINOLE COUNTY ARE
SUBJECT TO THE COUNTY'S TERMS AND CONDITIONS AND
ANY AND ALL ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
SUBMITTED BY THE PROPOSERS ARE REJECTED AND SHALL

PS NUMBER: PS-1905-07/BLH HAVE NO FORCE AND EFFECT. PS DOCUMENTS FROM THE

PSTITLE : Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for the Monroe Drainage Basin PROPOSERS LISTED HEREIN ARE THE ONLY SUBMITTALS

DATE: Aoril 18. 2007 TIME: 2:00 P.M RECEIVED TIMELY AS OF THE ABOVE OPENING DATE AND

. P ' s e - TIME. ALL OTHER PS DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED IN RESPONSE
TO THIS SOLICITATION, IF ANY, ARE HEREBY REJECTED AS
LATE.
RESPONSE -1- RESPONSE -2- RESPONSE -3-
Boyle Engineering Corporation CDM Environmental Consulting &

320 E. South Street
Orlando, FL 32801

A. Thomas Brown, P.E.
(407) 425-1100 — Phone
(407) 422-3866 — Fax

2301 Maitland Center Parkway, Suite 300
Maitland, FL 32751

Brian W. Mack, P.E.
(407) 660-2552 — Phone
(407) 875-1161 — Fax

Technology, Inc.
809 State Road 44
New Smyrna Beach, FL 32168

Frank E. Marshall, Ill, Ph.D., P.E.
(386) 427-0694 — Phone
(386) 427-2075 — Fax

RESPONSE -4-

RESPONSE -5-

HDR Engineering, Inc.
315 East Robinson St., Ste. 400
Orlando, FL 32801

Steven A. Keyes, P.E.
(407) 420-4200 — Phone
(407) 420-4242 — Fax

MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
4150 N. John Young Pkwy
Orlando, FL 32804

Todd D. Schmitt, P.E.
(407) 522-7570 — Phone
(407) 522-7576 — Fax

Tabulated by Lisa Riner (Posted by Lisa Riner April 19, 2007 at 10:00 a.m. Eastern)

Evaluation Committee Meeting: May 23, 2007 at 10:30 a.m. - Reflections Building, Wekiva Conference Room, 520 W Lake Mary Blvd, Sanford, FL
32773
(Posted by Lisa Riner April 19, 2007 at 10:00 a.m. Eastern)

Evaluation Committee agreed to short-list the following three (3) firms: CDM
(Posted by Lisa Riner May 23, 2007 at 1:00 p.m. Eastern) Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.

Presentations: June 28, 2007 at 1:30 p.m. - Reflections Building, Lake Jessup Conference Room, 520 W Lake Mary Blvd, Sanford, FL 32773
(Posted by Lisa Riner May 23, 2007 at 1:00 p.m. Eastern)

CDM 1:30-1:55 p.m.
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.  2:05-2:30 p.m.
MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. 2:40-3:05 p.m.
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Board of County Commissioners Agenda Date - Request Approval to Negotiate (Ranked):

(Posted by Lisa Riner June 29, 2007 at 9:00 a.m. Eastern)

1. CDM
2. Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
3. MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.

Board of County Commissioners Agenda Date — Award: TBD

July 24, 2007



EVALUATION RANKINGS
PS-1905-07/BLH- Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for the Monroe Drainage Basin

M. Flomerfelt J. McCollum K. Ornberg R. Raymundo R. Walter  TOTAL POINTS RANKING

Boyle Engineering Corporation 5 5 5 5 5 25
CDM 1 1 2 1 1 6
Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc. 2 3 1 3 3 12
HDR Engineering, Inec. 4 4 3 4 4 19
MACTEC Engineering and Consuliting, inc. 3 2 4 2 2 13
The Evaluation Committee agrees to short-list the following firms: CDM
Environmental Consulting & Technoiogy, Inc.
MACTEC Engineering and Consuiting, inc.
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PRESENTATION RANKINGS
P$-1805-07/BLH- Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for the Monroe Drainage Basin

M. Flomerfelt J. McCollum K. Ornberg R. Raymundo

COM 1 1 1 1
Environmental Consulting & Technology, inc. 2 2 2 3
MACTEC Engineering and Consuiting, Inc. 3 3 3 2

The Evaluation Committee agrees to the following ranking: CDM
Environmental Consulting & Technology, inc.
MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.

o

Mark Flomengit Jerry McGoI!um

“Kim Ornberg / Rola oﬁ’ayiﬁundo

A

Robert Watter

R. Walter
1
2
3

TOTAL POINTS RANKING

5
11
14

1
2
3



Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CDM
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kim Ornberg

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 fo 100 based on the following general guidelines:

Q0 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80— 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach / Understanding of the Project (50%)
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kim Ornberg

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 - 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workabie but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Kim Ornberg

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

20 —~ 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

CCterla Approach / Understandmg of the Pro;ect (50%)
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CDM
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Robert Walter

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90— 100 Outstanding, oui-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -~ 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach / Understanding of the Project {50%)
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-~Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Robert Waiter

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidefines:

90 - 100 Quistanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 - 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach / Understanding of the Project (50%)
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Robert Walter

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in alt respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

860 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help o be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach / Understanding of the Project (50%)
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH—-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CDM
QUALIFICATiO.N COMMITTEE MEMBER: Rolando Raymundo

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80 — 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH~Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Environmental Consulting & Technelogy, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Rolando Raymundo

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80 - 100 Quistanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

7079 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach / Ungerstanding of thg
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Rolando Raymundo

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Sclid in all respects.

70--79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help fo be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Mo Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CDM

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Mark Flomerfelt ft _ b / - @/D\
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:
90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

80 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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g Presentatlo”d)
PS-1905-07/BLH~-Engineering Study, Inventory-and Design for Monrge Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Environmental Consuiting & Te

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Mark Flomerfelt gA/L/ ' } /
i — 2]z 3 o
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the followgng generai guidelines:
90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 - 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.
70~ 79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
60 — 68 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications
Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and Consulti
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Mark Flomerfelt {\,\

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the fofiowsng géneral guidelines:

80 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable .

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment,
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL. COMPANY NAME: CDM
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jerry McCollum

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 QOutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Sclid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help {o be acceptable |

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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Cuv,(,,-@_,& pwu\,i(.,\/“y)v_elf,,.\ ) . 2SPo Aecre, ot

o

C\wjh 2008 | Couered ouerelih M*«mps—v—w& ﬂ-wn-eu :
C)\/\' /'?;}C s S . D("“‘(,_v\ a.—-‘h.wk? Fo5 G &{ —--c.q. #‘{u-q‘ k.r,;»‘}
CTol o e 1is e ¥ - New OVE beld) ran A ie s ok
‘Lc’-(\\( HJ Ty T o - \j-e«»f. Sw;/’% ok - YE£mary ey @ PE f} g’}mww &£
TN DL (e swe Voeae, comol
CU T © & /
C Cover A s ST peeene > Score ¥ ©

(0-100)

4-5.0

Criteria: Similar Work of Proposed Team (30%)
Dk ovinmel hugox o svodo . IEu leeel gred€
Ve, cveoy dreomm  Freat Moy yon il e

0"'\{ A ”’4“‘&"&’”0/"‘“ M) S {Au iﬂ""vz & m g £ o e {‘“*t‘l Prean,
?..(.3 Loosmn,, & C(} N {1”.(,) ,g,""{- / - NV\‘\"—E%...-, [ tAY cue,%) > - E‘?“—.J""};‘
'\f—em-.., f} ey 28 (f”} > ""‘"“‘"‘} ) &‘“w*('\ﬂ 2.4-‘ é
Score_§2
(0-100)

Criteria: Innovative and cost-saving ideas (20%) )
F[ e A D\,MAM."c;— W\--—J‘-“} P ‘ G es W

EM‘?‘!“&"(.&;-&'“M) TR ot B@}ﬁs.-{--

|S.0

Coow ol

Score 75
(0-100)

TOTAL SCORE (0-100 Points) FATA

RANKING | ‘



Presentation ‘
PS-1905-07/BLH-Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jerry McCollum

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects,

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fuily Acceptable as is

60 -89 Marginal, Weak, Workabie but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach / Understanding of the Project (50%) .
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Presentation
PS-1905-07/BLH~Engineering Study, Inventory and Design for Monroe Drainage Basin

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: MACTEC Engineering and Consutting, Inc.
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jerry McCollum

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 —89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 ~-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptabie

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment,

Criteria: Approach / Understanding of the Project (50%)
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